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FOR THE GOSPEL HERALD. 
ACCOMMODATION OF SCRIPTURE, 
NO. IV. 

REPLY TO THE EDITOR.” 

The Editor in this number, which..contains bis 
concluding remarks, commences by noticing in the 
first place the “ difference in the manner and using 
of the passage in Psalms, as applied in Heb. ii, and 
the manner and using of Gen. xxii. 18, as applied 
in Gal. iii. 16.” Now what does this difference o! 
“manner and using” make against Honestus? The 
iwo cases are by no means parallel, and Honestus 
has never said that they were: neither has he said 
there was any accommodation of scripture in Gal. 
iii. 16. Itis true, Paul applies the word seed to 
Christ, as an individual, which is generally applied 
to the whois posterity ; but we have not said that he 
was incorrect in such an application, por that it was 
not the original meaning of the promise made 
so Abraham ; butonly that the argument by which he 
uitempts to prove it correct is inconclusive, as we 
have already shown. Wemay say that the sun is 
the cause of light and heat in our hemisphere, 
which is strictly true, and yet we might make use 
of am argument to prove it true which has no 
weight whatever ; yet its fallacy might not occur to 
usatthe moment, and therefore we might use it 
with all the simplicity of truth. In this light we 
view the above case. But let us come to the case 
before us. 

The six first paragraphs, on page 58, all seem to 
he well enough, excepting they fall short of meet- 
ing the point in dispute, or else there is no point in 
dispute between us. The reader is therefore re- 
quested to turn tothe eighth Psalm, and read atten- 
tively the 4th, Sth, and 6th verses; and notice par- 
ticularly to whom the pronoun Him alludes; and it 
will be perceived that it alludes to man, in the 4th 
verse ; that is, man collectively. Now turn to 
Heb. ii. and read from the commencement of the 
6th verse down to the words “ his feet,” in verse 8: 
and ask the question, does the pronoun HIM mean 
the same in boih places ?—that 1s, does it mean the 
same here as in the eighth Psalm ?—for the words 
are otherwise the same. Now read on, “Forin 
that he put all in subjection under gim, he left 
nothing thatis not put under nim.” Is the writer, 
sull speaking of the same subject? If so, the pro- 
noun him must still mean man collectively: if 
otherwise, the writer has changed his subject, with- 
out giving the least intimation of it. Read on, 
“ But now we see not yet all things put under aim.” 
Now, if this still applies to man, collectively, we 





* See Gospel Herald, No, 8, page 68. ° 


ask, What is there that was not subjected to man, in 
ihe days of the Apostle ?—at least, as much so as it 
was in the days of the Psalnust? But if it applies 
to Christ, exclusively, or as the head of every man, 
nas notthe Apostie, or whoever the writer was (for 
tie writer to the Hebrews is vot known) applied, or 
accommodated a text to Christ which was ovigie 
ually spoken only ot man in general? We leave 
it for the reader to judge. 

As tothe other passage, quoted from the 45th 
Psalm in Heb, i. 8, we are still of opinion that 
there is nothing in it, nor yet in the whole Psalm, 
but what might have been addressed to the royal 
tamily ; making, however, ajl due allowance for the 
heence of the poet ; and no part of the language is 
more extravagant than what has been used on simi- 
We ought to 
allow the poets, under the prosperous reign of Da- 
vid, to think asmuch of their king asthe trausla- 
tors of our conmmon English Bible did of him whom 


lar occasions in wore moderr. times. 


they styled * the Most HIGH and MIGHTY PRINCE 
JAMES, by the grace of God, King,” &e. The 
Psalmist calls the king Mien Ty, not“mosv mighty;” 
for the word most is supplied: but even this is some- 
thing short of “most high and mighty!” As to 
to other parts of the Psalm, particularly verse 6, 
the difficulty is more iu the translation than in the 
original; but in either, if the word God must be 
rendered in the vocative, “ O God,” it is used in a 
subordinate sense, because the text speaks of &:0- 
ther God who anointed him.” But the Hebrew 
words [KSAK ALEIM OULM woD,) which are ren- 
dered inthe Septuagint ho thronos sou ho Theos eis 
aiona aionos, might aw well be rendered, “Thy 
throne ts God (or,God. is thy throne,*) to the age 
and further.”+ If this be the true rendering, as we 
believe it is, the poet only speaks of the stability of 
the throne of his king in whose bonour he had un- 
dertaken to write. See ver. 1. But af the term 
God, verse 6, be applied either to David, or to 
Christ, it caunot mean the same as “thy God,” 
ver. 7. But as what is here said of David, may 
be, and undoubtedly was said, with equal truth, of 
Christ, we find no fault with the application an 
Heb. i. 8, 9. 

In answer to the question relative to the word 
Lorp, which the Editor asks with such apparent 
triumph, and which he puts in small capitals, as 
though it was Jenovan inthe Hebrew, we say, 
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* That is,** Thy throne [is established by ] God,” or * God 
[has established] thy throne.” : ;, 

+ The phrase oulm uwod, is idiomatic, and cannot be jie- 


ally rendered, The Greek e¢i- a.ona aonos is literally ww 


an age of age. The ideais a long indefinite unkaown period 
} of-time. 
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yes, bother Editor, * the teem to the original, which 
is rendered Lord, ver. 11, [may] apply ‘literally 
rationally, and plainly’ to the hing of Israel ;” for 
it is the same word, Adoni, that Sarah applied to 
het husband ; (Gen. xvini. 12,) and we are only sor) 
that the Editor did not make himself better ac- 
quainted with bis sulject before he undertook to 
write against Honestus! But the word rendered 
Loxp, Psa. xivi. 8, aud other places quoted by 
the Editor, is Jrnovan in the Hebrew, a word 
diff-ring almost as much from 4doni, in its 
general use and application, as the Sovereign o 
the Universe differs trom a man of worth ; for the 
latter is not only apphed to Abraham, but also to 
Abraham’s servant. See Gen. xxiv. 18, where the 
word rendered lord is adumi, the same as in Poa. 
xlv. 11. Itas alsoapplied to Moses, Num. xii. 11. 
The * insuperable difficulties,” therelore, ot whic: 
the Editor speaks, cousisted tu his being unable to 
read, and of course to understand, the original 
language of the Psalm in question. 

As tothe “tendency” of our “ commenting ou 


> so long as we are satisfied that out 


the scriptures,’ 
comments are correct, we have not the least con- 
cern; and we should have thought that the Editor 
has seea enough of the futility of all such scare- 
Crows, as they have been used for centuries by the 
seli-styied orthodox, not to have tesorted to them. 
Fur ourselves, we are fully prepared to renounce 
every thing, wherever, and whenever discovered, 
which, on careful investigation, shall be found to be 
untenable, 

Ii any thing we have wiitten may be construed 
juto disiespect or want of friendship towards the 
Editor, we can assure him that it bas not been so 
jutended by us; aud should some of our observa- 
tions appear rather severe, itis their truth only that 
makes Uiem so, and we are heastily surry that there 
should have been so much oceasion for it. But we 
«-.ed it to ourselves, as well as to the Editor to be 
faithful to hum and us, as well as to the cause of 
truth ; and we have endeavoured to be so. 

‘ HONESTUS. 
—~p— 
REMARKS, 
Ox Honestrvus’s Repry, Numeerep III. 
(See last umber, pages 73, 74.) 

We have said, that Honesius has undertaken a 
Herculean task. We now repeat this, m allusion 
to his assertion in our last Number, p. 73, in his 
first paragraph, where be would convince the reace 
that we have been “ beating the air,” aud have 
not “came fairly in contact with him.” If we shall 
fail in convincing Honestus, we are confident we 
shall not fail in convincing some of our readers, to 
say the least, that we are not quite iguorant—that 
we do sometimes know a I1tthe—that we have beat, 
not the air alone, but something, perhaps, quite as 
light, in the shape of Honestus’ arguments ! 

Tn our last Number, we presented the reader 
afresh with Honestus’s premises. We refer the 
reader to the statement there contained in p. 74. 


We will now expose Honestus’s sophistry, so 


unless he blinds his eyes, and shuts his ears to the 
truth ; and chooses to accept of darkness instesg 
of light. We make this assertion fearlessly ; be- 
lieving that we possess sufficient knowledge ww djs. 
tingnish between sophistry and argument. W, 
sincerely pity Honestus, for we believe he is singer, 
iw his conclusions ; and that sophistry has appeared 
to his mind like argument; as some people iy. 
hallucination of their mind, not only mistake st), 
dows for substances, but generate in their bewildered 
imaginations, the very shadows which deceive then 

With a view to be understood, we say, by Sophts 
try we mean fallacy, that which has wot enougi ¢; 
truth and reason, to constitute any thing deserving 
the unqualified name of argument. Having show: 
and proved this, we shall not consider: Honesiuy's 
sid@ ul the question as remaining in apy shape what 
ever, to require argument or testimony to rebut or 
refute it. In order to do this effectually, we wilj 
state a few of Honestus’s propositions, which wil! 
remove ali doubt on this subject. First, however 
informing the reader, that Paul’s argument and He 
nestus’s conlessions and admissions of Paul’s arge- 
ment and its qualities, shall be the evidence which 
shall decide on this occasion ! 

Iu the first place, then, Honestus assests, that be 
“ has never said, nor even iutimated, that Paul dW 
not state the truth in these words, ‘ which seed js 
Christ,” &c. True, Honestus has not said so, vei- 
ther have we asserted that he has; why, theu, in- 
troduce new premises to lead away the reader low 
theold enes ? Honestus has only said that “ in unis 
way we might make the promise apply to any one 
of the posterity of Abraham, as well as to Jesus of 
Nazareth.” Therefore, when Honestus says “he 
never said,”etc. we are to understand that Honestusis 
willing to admit that Jesus is the seed of Abraham, 
as much so, as any Jew whatever. We trust Hones- 
tus will not again say that we have misunderstood 
him ; but that he will complain of the terms in the 
English language for their obstinacy in their sigui- 
fications ! 

Second—Honestus asserts that we have “ no 
where attempted to show that Paul was correct i 
his reasoning, or conclusive in his argument, 10 thc 
point in which Honestus has said he was Not.” 
Weill, if so, neither shall we formally undertake this, 
until Honestus declares himself an infidel, and b: 
this avowal shall make this defence necessary |- 
Honestus also asserts, that “ whoever attempts 
will fail of success.” Now we shall venture to de- 
clare what, in our estimation, is the signification v! 
the above terms. Let not Honestus again say tha: 
we have misunderstood him. We have no way tc 
understand hii, but by the language he uses to con 
vey his ideas. If we are capable of judging, the 
above terms used by Honestus, signify, that Pau! 
was not correct in his reasoning, nor conclusive ix 
his arguments. 

Reader, Paul and Honestus are before you ; and 
one of them is a sophist. Be ours the task to show 
you which deserves tbe name. Honestus has «- 
cused Paul of being a sophist. He has not used the 





that the reader neither can por shall be mistaken, 


term sophist, but he has accused Paui of that whit 
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constitutes a man a sophist. Namely, 
reasoning is not correct, his arguments are not con- 
elusive. Unfortunately for Henestus, his own ad- 
missions shift the allegation oa his own shoulders. 
For he admits that Paul, when he was not correct, 
told the rath, and that his inconelusive arguments 
did not aifect the truth of his testimony. This is 
rank sophistry; and right on the heels of this, is Ho- 
nestus’s assertion, that he “has discredited no part 
of Paul’s Testimony.” Shall we call this sophistry, 
or absurdity, or insanity? What ts the significa- 
tion of the termtestimony? Ans. Evidence given— 
proof; open altestation—profession, ete.—It_ Ho- 
nestus has not discredited a part of Paul's testimony, 
according to the legitimate signification of the 
term, we declare that we do not know the meaning 
of words. But Honestus qualifies it, “ as he has 
been accused by the editor,” &c. We have not 
accused him. ‘The words that he hath spoken have 
accused him, and we are guiltless. We are not 
willing that Honesius shall “ excuse this accusation 
on the ground that he has been misunderstood.” — 
There isno excuse needed in the case; we have 
done our duty ; and to be excused for having done 
our duty, 18, to say the least, extrajudicial. Hones- 
tus must turn about from finding fault with the edi- 
or, and fall pellinell upon the terms he has used ; 
they, and they only are to blame, if Honestus 
really means and believes differently from what 
these culpable terms signify. 

We agree with Honestus that “ we are both pro- 


that .his 


fessedly engaged m the same cause, in search of 


truth, and both have the same common enemies.” — 
As for enemies, we do not cate a fig tor them; we 
wish them well, wherever they may be, and advise 
them to mind their own business. But, as the 
truth of God, which concerus ali men universally, 
is what we seaich fos, let us continue the search ; 
but we must be excused from accepting Honestus’s 
opinions when they jouk like error. 

We would be gratified is Honesius would be more 
eareiul in his estimate of the signification of the 
terms he uses; for we were astonished when we 
read his fourth paragraph, where he asserts that 
“ Paul’s opinion, in relation to matters of fact, has 
never been disputed by Honestus”—* the editor is 
nistaken—Honestus has asserted no such thing.” — 
Weil, it may be so—we will rub our eyes—pinch 
our elbows, and see if we are asleep, or awake. We 
will try again. Honestus has vot discredited Paul. 
No. “That Honestus, therefure, should discredit 
Paul in so prominent a part, or even in any past of 
Paul’s testimony, is an entire mistake of the editor. 
Honestus has asserted no such thing. We will 
therefore try once more to make ourselves uoder- 
stood.” Honestus has not discredited Paul. No. 
Honestus only denies that Paul is correct in his 
reasoning, and conclusive im his arguments! What 
is the signification of the term to discredit 2? Ans. 
To deprive of credibility, to disgrace, to shame.— 
Paul, therefore, is praised, and exalted, when bis 
reasoning is pronounced incorrect, and his argu- 
ments inconclusive ; and Honestus expresses regred 
on account of Paul’s condition! Really, we for- 
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bear any farther temarhs on uns part of the sab> 
ject. 

We will only add, by way of remark, on the re- 
sidue of Honestus’s reply is our last number, that 
we regret that he has offered it in the shape it has 
appeared ; and we recommend to the reader to bear 
in mind, and practise on the excellent sayings of 
Panl—* Aod now abideth faith, hope, charity, these 
three; but the greatest of these is charity.” 

—— > 
RICHARDS’ REPLY. 
Subject, Rom, vi. 7. 
(See Gosel Herald, No. 7, p. 49.) 
From the ( Boston) Universalist Magazine. 

[Richards quotes one parayraph from our reply, 
and having introduced the subject, subjoins the fol- 
lowing :—] 

“Tn this paragraph, the Editor gives fio reasons 
for believing that Pan! spoke of death m a figura- 
tive, and not in the literal sense, viz — 

“1. Because, to suppose that he spoke of literal 
death, ‘would lead to the conclusion, that Christ 
was not free from sin before his literal teath.” And, 

“2, Because it represents Paul as reasoning ab- 
surdly, 

“ Let us attend to these reasons in their order. 
That Jesus was never an actual sinner bE cheerfully 
allow, But still it cannot be deoiod that he had a 
peccable constitution, for be ‘was in all potuts 
tempted like as we are.’ He took part of flesh and 
blood ; ‘he took not on him the wature of angels; 
but he took ov him the seed of dbraham. Where- 
fore in all things 1 behooved him to be made like 
unto his brethren.’ Lt appears to we to be taught in 
ihese passages, that the consutution of Christ: was 
such as mankind generally are possessed of ; and 
that he was vulnerable to temptation, a circum- 
stauce which we cannot account jor without adimit- 
ting the above to be a fact. Hence it may be said, 
‘that Christ was not free from sin before his literal 
death.’ The apostle certainly believed that the 
‘old man’ was crucified with him; which could not 
have been, if the old man had not been united to 
him in some way. Whether this will appear absurd 
to the Editor, I cannot say; but was it not the dot- 
trine of Paul? Did he not represent that ‘the 
body of siu’ was destroyed by the death of Clarist ? 
Did he not say of Christ, ‘ For in that he died, he 
died unto sin once?’ And was it not upon this fact, 
viz. that Christ had died unto sin, that he predicated 
his exhortation to the Romans? ‘ Likewise reckon 
ye also yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin.’ 
Christ died anto sin, because by his death the body 
of sin was destroyed, and in consideration of this it 
is said, ‘ he that is dead is freed from sin.’ Let us 
advance now to the Editor’s second reason, viz.— 

“ That to suppose the apostle spake of the literal 
death of Christ involves an absurdity. He makes 
out the absurdity in the following manner :—‘ We 
must not serve sin—Why? Because Christ does 
not sin in another world. Or, if you prefer 
this—Because when aman dies, or after he is dead, 
he will not sin. Now we will ask, can you believe 





Paul used such an argument asthe above? If #6 
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atguinent 7— 
* Likewise reckon ye also yourselves to be dead t 

deed unto sin, but alive unto God, through Jesu: 
Christ our Lord. Let not sin theretore reign 
your mortal body,’ Se. (verses 11, 12.) Woui 

Pau! request tie Romans ¢ likewise vo reckon them- 
Selves to be dead tudeed unto sia,’ uf a literal death 
was intended? Dad Paul request the Koimans ink: 

wise to reckon themselves dead, li/erally, whil 
they lived; 


how came Paul to use the iollowig 


and, thetek ov, (or for Us reason) 
namely, because they reckoned theuselves literally 
dead, they would not let sin rengn in them meiicl 
bodes ? 
dity. 
“Now, I feel confident, that all the absurdity 


which the Edinor thinks he has discovered, is in the 


Really, thts looks to us like a gross absur- 


apostie’s reasoning. He thinks tt absurd to exhort 
Men Lot to serve sin, from the consideration, that 
Christ (our great » ototype) is free from sin. And 
yet it is manifest, that the principal part of Paul's 
reasoning in this chapter is predicated upon the 
death and resurrection of Jesus. So the absurdity, 
if it be one, ts not confined to the seventh verse, but 
runs through almost the whole chapter. Paul says, 
verse 4, ‘that like as Christ was raised up from the 
dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also 
should walk in newness of lite.” The Editor might 
say here, * Really, this looks to us like a gross ab- 
surdity.’” Exhort men to walk in newness of life, 
because Christ was raised up from the dead! What 
sense, he might say, ts there in this? He will see, 
I trust, that this is a paratlel instance to that to 
which he objected so strongly, and which, he 
thought, was unworthy of the apostle. If there be 
‘any sense or propriety in reasoning from the literal 
death of Christ, to the figurative death of the be- 
liever; or from the resurrection of Christ, to the 
newness of life in which the believer should walk, 
there is equal sense and propriety in exhorting men 
Not to serve sin, from the consideration, that the im- 
mortal state, ‘ whither the forerunner is for us en- 
‘tered,’ is free from sin. If there is no propriety in 
either, Tam not blatheable ; for my attempt has 
‘been simply to trace out the apostle’s reasoning as 
it stands, I wish to inquire, if the argument which 
the Editor looks upon as so puerile, is not perfeetly 
in agreement with what John says with respect to 
the Christian hope ?—‘ And every man that hath 
this hope in him purifieth himself, even us he (Christ) 
‘is pure,’ John iii. 3. What hope is here spoken of ? 
‘Answer—The hope of being like Christ. * We shall 
‘be like him?” What effect does it have? Answer— 
‘It causes the believer to purify himself. Here the 
Editor might say—Exhort men to: purify them- 
selves, because Christ in his immortal existence is 
pure! can you believe the sacred writers would use 
‘such an argument? This is the very same argu- 
ment I supposed the apostle had used, viz. persuad- 
ing men from the service of sin, because the immor- 
tal existence is free from it. This is the way the 
sacred writers reasoned, whether it appears to us 
wise or not. To me it seems reasonable, that the 
‘person who has a hope of purity in a future state, 
will, by that hope, be transformed in some measure 
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mto the image of that state. If this is not the case, 
“by is so much said in Seripture of the beneficial 
fluence of hope ? 

“The Editor supposes that Paul could not haye 
used the argument [ understood him to use, because 
ne exhorts the Romans likewise to reckon they. 
selves dead unto sin: and ‘ would Paul request tie 
Romans likewise to reckon themselves to be dead 
indeed unto sin, if a literal death was intended ?— 
Hevee the Editor thinks, that, in this exhortation, 
Paul referred to a death which was not literal, like 
which, or after the manner of which, he exhorted 
the Romans to reckon themselves dead. Now, the 
death to which Paul referred, and after the manner 
of which he would have the Romans reckon them 
What, ther. 
is the unavoidable conclusion from the Editor’s pre- 
Answer—Christ himself is not literaily 


selves dead, was the death of Christ. 


mises ? 
dead! 

“1 will show the Editor more fully the blunder he 
has made, and then I will leave him to settle the 
matter of ‘gross absurdity’ with the apostle. Read 
the 11th verse im connexion with the 10th, * For in 
that he died. Who? Answer—Cbrist. ‘He died 
unto sin once.’ Who died unto sin once? Ans.— 
Christ. ‘But in that he liveth” Who? Ans.— 
Christ. ‘He liveth unto God.’ Who liveth unto 
God? Ans.—Christ. The next words are, ‘like 
wise reckon ye also yourselves to be dead,’ &c.— 
The Editor thinks literal death could not be in 
Now 
L appeal to the reader, who should own the gross 
absurdity, the Editor, or Paul, or Richards ? 

“The Editor says, in concluding, ‘We wish R 
will clear of this error, and hope he well now be 
convinced.’ After having read my reply, let him 
make my case his own, and ask bimself, whether it 
is possible for me to be convinced I aim wrong by 
what he has written on this subject. 

* RICHARDS.” 
REMARKS. 

Richards’ first paragraph, in reply to what he num 
bers as our first proposition, in relation to the purty 
of Christ, contains his opinion, which is just the lol- 
lowing :-—* Christ was not free from sin before his 
literal death.” R. must know, that words will have 
ameaning. They are obstinate things! Look at 
this—{ Heb. iii. 15)—where it is asserted of Christ. 
that he was “ witHourt sin.” What is the meaning 
of these terms? Ans. —Wrtnovt, .Vot with—with 
exemption from, etc. Free, At liberty—uncom- 
pelled—without vassalage, etc. According to Rich: 
ards, Christ, before his crucifixion, was a vassal, oF 
slave, to sin, and not exempted from it! We will 
just observe, Richards, or the New Testament !s 
mistaken. R. and the Book is at isue. Richards 
having settled the question that Chast was a sinner, 
pushes ahead as follows: ete. “In consideration 
of this, it is said, ‘He that is dead is freed frow 
sin.” 

We abhor cruelty ; therefore, we will not torture 
a subject to death with a wisp, when we can settle 
the matter at a blow, with a goodly weapon. 

We will settle this abstract question ; for such 


tended ; hence Christ is not literally dead! 
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is, and Richards will have it so. “ He that is dead 
is freed from sin.” Dead, say you? What do you 
mean? Why, no figure nor words about it; but the 
plain literal abstract sense of the proposition, Well, 
jt shall be so. “ He that is dead, is freed from sin,” 
The party is freed from sion when be is dead— 
whilst he is dead—as long as he shall remain dead! 
This is the obstinate, arbitrary, unequivocal signifi- 
eation of the proposition, literally considered and 
understeod ; and it will not bend an inch to favour 
the best man living. To Richards we say, Here are 
your premises, of your own choosing, and pertina- 
cious choice too—how do you like them ? 

Literally dead, say you? what is it to be dead? 
Richards shall go to the Book. Look at this— 
“ The dead know not any thing”—*“ No work, nor 
device, nor knowledge, nor wisdom, in the grave.” 
When a man is seized of a proposition which proves 
too much for his arguinent, his case is a desperate 
one. This is precisely Richards’ case. The pro- 
position must be considered figuratively, or literally. 
R. says, Literally. Well, the man who ts literally 
dead, “ knows not any thing.” He is freed from 
sin, of course, But, unfortunately for R., he is 
freed from every thing else! There is a complete 
negation of all being and consciousness. 

R. very innocently inquires, “ What, then, is the 
unavoidable conclusion from the Editor’s pre- 
mises ?” and answers— Christ himself is not lit- 
erally dead.” RK. is right. This conclusion is the 
literal truth! If R. objects, we shall give him proof, 
that Christ was dead, and ts alive, and liveth for 
evermore ! 


R, says, “I will show the Editor more fully the 
blunder he has made, and then I will leave him to 
settle the matter of ‘gross absurdity’ with the apos- 


” 


tle.” Reader, how do you conjecture Richards 
shows more fully our blunder ? It will really stimu- 
late your risible muscles to learn this. KR. has ef- 
fected this, by quoting Rom. vi. 10, 11, as he says, 
in connexion, as follows :—“ For in that he died, he 
died unto sin once ; but in that he liveth, he liveth 
unto God. Likewise reckon ye also yourselves to 
be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God through 
Jesus Christour Lord.” R. very carefully omitted 
a part of the 11th verse, which destroys his hypo- 
thesis; and this is the quoting ‘in connexion !” to 
“show more fully our blunder!!!” Alas! for the 
wretched hypothesis which requires such manage- 
ment to support it. R. stops shur: at the word 
dead, omitting all we have quoted above and printed 
in Italics. We have made a most egregious blun- 
der in believing Paul meant as he said, when he 
explained himself as follows; namely—* Likewise 
reckon ye also yourselves to be dead indeed unto 
sin,” &c, 

It is astonishing that Richards should quibble in 
this manner, and try to twist Paul’s words, when 
Paul has so often asserted in the connexion the 
death he spoke of. Paul says, « Being then [in the 
Present tense] made free from sin—now being 
made free from sin—ye also are become dead to the 
law—heing dead wherein we were held—made me 
free from the law of sin and death—if Christ be in 


ae - — 


you, the body is dead because of siv.” In the face 
of all these expositions, R. will oppose Paul, and 
talk of the Editor’s blunder | 

We ask, in the name of comman sense, why Paul 
should labour in his main argument to show, that 
he that is dead fo sin, is freed or justilied from sin, 
and so often assert his premises in unequivocal lan- 
guage, and then, of a sudden, leave his ground alto- 
gether, and speak of a literal death of the party, as 
the death which frees him from sin? If Paul, asa 
believer, was, in the present tense, free from sin, in 
the sense he uses the term, and assigns a cause for 
this, why leave this premise, this cause, as ineffi- 
cient, and bring forward another? If Paul was 
freed from sin, from the operation of the cause he 
spoke of, why should he need another in support o! 
the truth contained or illustrated in his argument? 
The truth is, Paul speaks in the present tense, of 
the condition of believers. 

What is more astonishing, if possible, is the fol- 
lowing :—In the 8th and 9th verses is an explana- 
tion of the 7th on Richards’ own admission, which 
condemns his hypothesis altogether. Paul says— 
“Now if we be dead with Christ, we believe that 
we shall also live with him; knowing that Christ 
being raised from the dead, dieth no more ; death 
hath no more dominion over him.” Christ was 
alive, and death had no more dominion over him, 
at the time Paul spoke of him; and Paul here 
argues, that he shall live with Clirist unto God ; 
and not unto the flesh, etc. Paul does not say, If 
we die literally. No! Jf we be, in the present 
tense, dead with Christ. How was Christ dead, in 
the present tense? Ans.—Dead to sin. Christ 
was always dead to sin ; but is represented as dying 
to sin, because he never yielded to sin, but always 
kept up a successful Warfare against it; and would 
have nothing todo with it, Now R. has admitted 
that the being baptized into Christ’s death, is figu- 
rative; and signifies being “imbued im his Spirit 
and temper.” Really, we cannot approve of this 
running away from one’s own premises. 

We have shown that the literal signification of 
the passage proves too much, and destroys Richards’ 
hypothesis “ with a witness.” We will now prove, 
“ point blank,” as the saying is, that the literal sig- 
nification of the passage, agreeably to Richards’ hy- 
pothesis, is false, in the unequivocal sense of the 
term. This done, and Richards may lament over 
the ghost or shadow of his hypothesis ; for nothing 
more wili remain of it. 

Here, then, are Richards’ premises—“ He that is 
literally dead, is freed from sin.” 
false, in every sense. Proof. The Greek term ren- 
dered freed, siguifies justified. We reler the reader 
to the following passages—Rom., iii. 24, 283 iv. 
25. Letu be remembered, that we “ are justified 
freely by his [God’s)} grace throngh the redemption 
that isin Jesus Christ.” Also, that Christ “ was 
raised again for our justification.” It is the Spirit that 
raised Christ from the dead, that redeems man, for- 
gives man’s sins, and raises him from the dead.— 
Justification, therefore, is not the result or conse- 


We say, this is 





quence of being dead, literally, but of being quick- 





86 


GOSPEL HERALD. 





aned by the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus from 
the dead. It was the resurrection of Christ, which 
justified him, in the sense of acquittal from alleged 
imposition, and evidenced the truth of his doctrine 
The man who is literally dead, is not 
justified ; nor will he be, until he is raised from the 
dead, in such a manner that “death shall no more 
Paul, and every one 


and mission. 


have dominion ever him.” 


taught of God, must believe the truth, that in God's 
purpose of mercy, and design of redemption in and 
through Jesus Christ, all are justified who have 


sinned. But, itis in the resarrection from the dead, 
that man is literally made the recipient in his own 
person of complete justification from sin, and re- 
deemed from ail its consequences. 

We say to Richards, that we “speak the truth, 
and lie not,” when we say, that pride of opinion, 
and a desire for the mastery, is not our motive. We 
contend for, what we believe to be, truth. We 
have been pained in hearing the enemies of the 
truth allege against Universalists, that they main- 
tain their doctrines by perversion of the scriptures, 
and by sophistry, and seeing, what in our estima- 
tion, if not perversion, is sophistry, in the proper 
acceptation of the term, come both from the pulpit 
and the press. The editor of this paper will be- 
tong to no party, and tono sect. He will conscien- 
tiously avuw and advocate whut he believes to be 
truth ; and rejoice to see the rauks of believers of 
truth, filled and ov-rflowing. We will continue to 
assert the great trutih—that “one is your Master, 
Christ—one ts your Father, who isin heaven ; and 
all ye are brethren.” We acknowledge in the sim- 
plicity of our heart, and with all candour, that we 
do not believe in any suffering or torment, in another 
world, posterior to the present, after death, as a 
punishment for, or 4 consequence of, the sins com- 
matted in the body ; but that “ every one shall re- 
ceive the things IN BODY, according to that he hath 
done, whether it be good or bad.” (2 Cor. v. 10.) 
We are not disposed to support or detend this doc- 
tiine at the expense of any sacrifice; for if it be 
tiue, it will stand ; and wuth needs no sacrifice of 
propriety to support it, And we tarther acknow- 
ledge, that if we had no better evidence of the 
truth of this position, than that extorted from Rom. 
vi. 7, we would never avow it, for we could not 
believe it. But we have evidence enough in the 
following :— 

The resurrection of man from the dead, is proof 
of the truth of our faith. For as Christ was raised 
for our justification, the resurrection of mam is his 
justification. If a man dies, literally, and is not 
raised from the dead, there is the end of him. If 
man dies, and is raised, in “the twinkling of an 
eye,” as we believe, then he will appear like Christ, 
his head and master, incorruptible, immortal, in 
strength and glory, in the heavenly image,and death 
shall no more have dominion over him. This is 
our faith. If any man “ feels sleepy,” and would 
like a nap for an indefinite time, perchance for a 
million of years or more, we say, sleep as long as 
you can, if you like it, and can getachance. If a 
man has a desire to be roasted a few million of years, 
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we say, take your comfort friend ; but none of your 
roasting your neighbours. But, when the truth 
of God, and not the opinions, and desires, ang 
whims of men is the subject, let the truth, what. 
ever it may be, 1g10mPH! 

We will not cherish a disposition to censure to 
injure, any man for his errors in religion; we wit} 
as soon be offended with a man whose hair differs 
in colour, or his nose in length, from our own, as to 
be offended with any man for his religious opinions, 
But, the man and his errors are two. We wij 
pounce upon error wherever we can find it; and 
fight it with the weapon of all weapons, the truty, 
Therefore we say to Richards, leave twisting to the 
spinsters. 


—~p—- 
FOR THE GOSPEL HERALD. 
2 Pet. ii. 1. 

“ But there were false prophets also among the 
people, even as there shall be false teachers among 
you, who privily shall bring in damnable heresies, 
even denying the Lord that bought them, and bring 
upon themselves swift destruction,” 

What destruction is here meant ? Is it a little 
chastisement in thts mode of being ? or is it punish- 
ment in that mode of being “ where the worm dieth 
not, and where the fire is not quenched ?” 

GIDEON, 
REMARKS. 

We will take the liberty of quoting the connex- 
ion of the above passage, as follows: “ And many 
shall follow their pernicious ways; by reason of 
whom the way of truth shall be evil spoken of. And 
through covetousness shall they with feigned words 
make merchandise of you.” Ke. First, we will ex- 
amine the prominent features of the passage. The 
characteristics of the “false teachers” are, privily 
bringing damnable heresies, even denying the Lord 
that bought them ; they are covetous, and make 
merchandise of the people, and this with feigned 
words. There are also many who follow these false 
teachers, or their pernicious ways. As those pro- 
fessing Universalism are comparatively few in num- 
ber, we must excuse them. Pretenders to ortho- 
doxy seem to be the very persons intended. For 
very many persons follow their pernicious ways, 
and with feigned words make merchandise of the 
people. Money is all the ery with false teachers in 
our day; and if the heresies they have brought in 
privily, or by stealth, are not damnable, we kuow 
of none that are. 

We presume the primary application of the pas- 
sage to the Jews of the age when Jerusalem was des- 
troyed by the Rotans, is the proper one. They 
brought upon themselves swift destruction, by their 
obstinacy, and rejection of Christ. Our correspoo- 
dent asks, of this chastisement, “ Is it a little chas- 
tisement in this mode of being 7” We answer, it 
was achastisement which the Jews endured or suf- 
fered, in the flesh, and which Christ alluded to whea 
he declared of the sufferings coming upon that ge 
neration of Jews, that it should be tribulation suck 
as was not from the beginning of the world to that 
time, nor ever shall be. It was not a /itfle, bata 
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great deal of chastisement or tibulation, and was 
al! suffered in the flesh. 

We have no knowledge of worms in another 
world. If worms are to be raised from the dead, 
as worms, and made the recipients of immortality, 
then there will be worms in another world. We can- 
not conceive of any use for fire in another world. 
It will not be wanted for mechanical, scieutific, or 
culinary purposes. And when man shall be raised 
incorruptible and immortal, he will not need fire 
to warm him, nor can he be burned or tormented 
by tt. 

Let it be remembered, that it is by reason of the 
pernicious ways, the covetousness of these false 
teachers, that the way of truth is evil spoken of.— 
Christ and his gospel is the way of truth. His 
way is pleasant—his yoke is easy, and his burden 
light. But these false teachers have an unpleasant 
way—an uneasy yoke, and heavy burdea which 
they lay upow men’s shoulders; while they move 
not so much as one of their fingers! Beware ot 
these false teachers, who through covetousness, and 
with feigned words, make merchandise of you.— 
Beware of these. 








—<>— 
From the (Boston) Universalist Magazine. 
TO THE AMERICAN TRACT SOCIRTY. 
BaeTuReEN— 

Your are requested to accept of some friendly 
advice, which I think is consistent with my duty to 
gliier. 

There are certain statements in a T'ract entitled 
Usiversauism Exposep, for the truth of which 


you are responsible, which do not appear associated 
with the evidence which can reasonably be consi- 


dered sufficient to establish their validity. The 
writer states, as a matter or fact, with which he 
was personally acquainted, that a Universalist, on 
his death-bed, renounced his belief, saying, “ The 
doctrine of Universalism answers well enough to 
live by, but it does not suffice for the dying hour.” 
Another instance the writer states of a similar hind, 
varying however so much as to allow that the man, 
afer recanting his sentiments, contrary to all ex- 
pectation, recovered. 

Respecting these statements, the following 
queries seem to arise. 1st. What are these stories 
tuld fur ? and for what purpose are they published 
tuthe workd ? These questions are answered by 
the titleofthe Tract —“Usiversacism Exposep.” 
They ave, therefore, laid before the public as evi- 
dence that Universalisin is false. Why then ts not 
Uhis work done faithfully ? Why does not the writer 
of the tract sign his name to it? Why are not 
the names of those persons who recanted their be- 
lef stated? Why is not even the name of the town 
mentioned ? 

I call on my brethren of the 4merican T'ract So- 
aety in this case, because the tract under conside- 
ration was printed for that Society. But who is the 
public to look to for the proof that these statements 
are really entitled to credit? The advice which | 
think it my duty to offer to this Society is, net to 
Publish sach statemeyts withoat giving the public 
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at the same time sufficient proof that the statements 
are mattters of fact. That this advice is reasonable 
must appear evident to every candid person. Surely, 
tor the honour of the Society, such proof should 
wot be wanting in such cases ; for its absence natu- 
rally suggests that it does not exist. Does the Ame- 
rican Tract Society care so little for its credit, in 
the eyes of the public, as to lay such strong intima- 
tions before the eyes of all men, that what they 
publish in their tracts is mere forgery ? Brethren, 
if the case was that of property, would you treat it 
in this way, if you could do any better? Suppose 
you could obtain, justly, five hundred dollars for 
the use of your Society, with as litde trouble as you 
could have told the public the names of those per- 
sous who renounced Universalism, together with 
the name of the place where they lived, and the 
name of the writer of the stories, would you rather 
lose the five hundred dollars than to give those 
names? No one will believe this. Well then, it 
you think that to disprove Universalism is of the 
value to the world as would be five huudred dollars 
placed at the disposal of your Society, why have 
you not given those names? But if you had any 
such names, you would be willing to state them 
rather than to lose filty dollars! You pretend that 
poor immortal souls are in danger of endless des- 
truction in consequence of believing Universalism ; 
and you pretend also, that ifa man renounce this 
doctrine on his death-bed, at ought to be received 
as good evidence of its being false. Why then do 
you neglect to give suitable evidence of facts, on 
which you place so much dependence ? 

If what you pretend be allowed, how can your 
conduct be accounted for? If you believe that the 
belief of Universal Salvation exposes the inmeortal 
soul to endless ruin, and that if a person renounce 
non his death-bed it is good evidence to convince 
others that this doctrine is a delusion, and you are 
knowing to certain cases of such recantations, why 
do you neglect to prove these facts to the public ° 
When these circumstances are duly considered, it 
seeims very difficult to avoid the suspicion that the 
stories related in this tract are any thing but truth. 
There is one circumstance which, in a special man- 
ner, operates to strengthen, in my mind, this suspi- 
cion, and I ain persuaded that if you will carefully 
weigh it, you will acknowledge that I have a very 
fair apology for my suspicions. I have sincerely 
believed the doctrine of Universal Salvation for 
about thirty-six years, commencing in ny twentieth 
year ; and I have been a preacher of the doctrine 
almost thirty-five. This employment has ovca- 
sioned my frequent attention to the sick and dying, 
the whole of this time; but in all my experience I 
never knew a single individual to reuounce the doc- 
trine ou a sick or dying bed. This circumstance of 
my own experience induces me to doubt the teuth of 
those stories, which are frequently reported by the 
enemies of the doctrine, of death-bed recantations 
There is another matter of fact which operates very 
powerfully to strengthen my suspicions, and that 
1s, | have known a number of instances of such re- 
ports which were certainly fase, but never atrer- 
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tained that one was true. All these circumstances 
and tacts together lead me to beheve it very proba- 
ble that there is not one word of truth in the state 
ments which are published in the tract to whicl. 
Lallude, And i think it my daty to let the worl 
know my stispicions and the grounds on which they 


are founded. Ii you have any regard to the charac- 


ter uf your Society, you will either substantiate the 
truth of these stories, or be more circumspect and 
cautious in future. Notwithstanding lam Oppose 
to the dectrine which you endeavour to support, | 
am unwilhog to believe you would practice such 
hypocrisy as 1 suspect you do, for it is a disgrace to 


religion in geweral. Hf, thevefore, there be any 
way that you can justify your conduct, I beseech 
you, for the honour of the Christian name, not to 
neglect it. 

Look at this subject, brethren.—It is evident 
many will view at doubtiul at least. What then isthe 
consequence? You are suspected of giving counte- 
nance to fraud and pablieity to talsehood. Suppose 
this suspicion should become general mm society, 
will you not lose more mfluence by such con- 
sequences than you can hopeto gain by giving cur- 
rency to such doubtlul stories 2? In order to make 
up a correct judgment on this question, you should 
be careful noi to depend too much on the number 
of tracts which you distribute ; for though they are 
as numerous and as obtruding as were the frogs of 
Egypt, presenting themselves in almost every part 
of our houses, you must know that light and frivo- 
lous minds alone look upon them as being any thing 
better than plagues, Suppose then that a host of 
such characters are enlisted into your ranks, by 
these stories, and on the other hand, every sober, 
sensible man in the community is compelled to be- 
lieve that you are engaged im the work of deception, 
is it not clear enough that your means are working 
your ruin, and that your suecess is your destruc- 
tion ? 

But, brethren, I have more queries for your con- 
_sideration. | shall ask you to inform me by what 
rule of reasoning I am to come to the conclusion, 
that the dootrine of Universal Salvation is proved 
to be false, by a death-bed reeantation ? It, because 
a man, on his death-bed, renowuces Universalism, 
you conclude the doctrine must be false—do you 
mean that when a man dies in full confidence of the 
doctrine, his firm belief provesit true? Or can 
you inform me why the testimony of one dying man 
is not as much to be depended on as another ? When 
a disciple of Moses dies in the belief that Jesus was 
an impostor, and that the law covenant secures hin 
eternal life, are you willing to allow that his dying 
faith proves the christian system false? When 
the rude Hindoo cies in the faith of Juggernaut, are 
you prepared to allow’ his faith to be genuinely true ? 
if sutth notions are absard, and you reject them as 
such, why do you make use of that-which is of the 
same nature to disprove Universalism ? 

I cannot close my remarks, relative to the stories 
of the two nmren who renounced Universalism, as 
stated in the tract to which I allade, without notic- 

“img the pains which the writer takes, imwhat Isup- 


pose was a forgery, to represent to his readers the 
sarrow illiberality of the religion which you endes. 
your to maintain. He says, “The individual 
ibove-mentioned were possessed of discriminatine 
sounds, had both enjoyed the advantages of ® good 
education, and were considered by their acquaint 
ance as being moral and amiable.” Yet this write, 
supposes they were both exposed to everlasting con. 
jemnation in the future world, merely because they 
velieved that God would have mercy on all mep '— 
He even goes so far as to indicate that the one why, 
died was damned notwithstanding his recantation : 
So morality and uncommon amiableness must co | 
nell because they were found in company with oni. 
versal charity! Well, gentlemen and brethren, \; 
morality and uncommon amiableness and univers: 
charity are all going to hell, there is much reason » 
believe that you never will go there so long as you 
succeed in maintaining your religion. 

If Lean find time, I will notice hereafter some oj 
the arguments which are used in this tract to prove 
endless punishment ; in the mean time, brethrey 
I do most sincerely pray that you may become just 
such men as you represented the two Universalist: 
to have been, who recanted the doctrine on the ne»: 
approach of death. H. B 

- =< 
A NEW THING UNDER THE SUN. 

A meeting-house has been sold in the State c 
New-York, at the suit of a clergyman, for the pay 
ment of his salary. 


= 
WHAT IS CONSTANCY? 


‘Tt is the still small voice 
That bids the heart rejoice, 
Whee hope and beauty bloom no more ; 
A far off twinkling light 
Along the brow of night, 
To kindly gild its ruins o'er. 
Whose pensive beauty shines 
O’er friendship’s fading shrines, 
Where joy’s bright san will never dawn ; 
That throws its trembling light 
O'er all that once was bright, 
To mark its lustre eer ‘twas gone. 
A star in beauty’s night 
That glows serenely bright, 
When kindred ones shall pass away ; 
A flower that blooms the while 
In heaven's approving smile, 
Though whirlwinds chide its long delay. 


Though freedom's sun may set, 
Or song its charm forget ; 
Yet still it blooms where thought is free, 
And though the storms of hfe 
May wage unending strife, 
*T will bloom through all eternity —G. Advocate 
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